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among the whole or part of the States, as Individual sovereignties,
would be sufficient* Charles Cotesworth Pinckney pointed out
that if the delegates agreed on the first, then their business was
at an end. They had come together to revise the present Con-
federation. To say that no revision would make it adequate was
to say there was no use in their going further. The other delegates
felt the weight of his argument and decided to postpone both the
first and second substitute resolutions. This brought them to the
third, which was positive, not negative, and which included both
the others and more besides: "That a national government ought
to be established consisting of a supreme legislative, judiciary
and executive.*1
For a few moments nobody spoke, till Wythe of Virginia said
he presumed, "from the silence of the house," that tihey were
prepared to pass on the resolution, and he suggested that it be
put to a vote. It then appeared that the delegates were silent,
not from consent to this revolutionary proposal, but from the
conflict of their thoughts about it Charles Pinckney asked if
Randolph meant to abolish the state governments altogether.
Randolph explained that the states would give up only the
powers which they granted, under the proposed government, to
the central authority. Dickinson of Delaware and Gerry of Massa-
chusetts admitted that the Confederation was defective, but
thought die delegates should limit themselves to trying to amend
it, as they had been authorized to do- Gouverneur Morris of
Pennsylvania objected that the delegates were not yet agreed
upon the terms they used. They could not say that the present
United States had a federal government, for it had not A federal
government would have "a right to compel every part to do its
duty," The states and the federal government could not both be
supreme. Two supremes were inconceivable. There must be one
government or none. "We had better take a supreme government
now, than a despot twenty years hence—for come he must" in
the anarchy which would result from the present confusion.
Mason of Virginia made another,essential point. The Articles
were blamed for not providing for the coercion or punishment
of delinquent states. But in the very nature of things, states could
not be coerced or punished collectively. That was war. What
was needed \wfs a federal-government which could "directly
operate on individuals, and would punish those only whose guilt

